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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to the Applicant's response filed on August 23, 2007. Claims 
1 - 1 1, 21, 22, 26, and 27 have been cancelled by the Applicant. Claims 12 - 20, 23 - 
25, 28, and 29, where Claims 12, 18, and 25 are in independent form, are presented for 
examination. 

Priority 

Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority under 35 
U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d). The certified copy has been filed in parent Application No. 
10/520700, filed on January 7, 2005. 

Information Disclosure Statement 
The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on January 7, 2005 was 
filed after the mailing date of the U.S. national PCT application on January 7, 2005. The 
submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the 
information disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Specification 

The Applicant has amended the abstract to correct spelling and grammatical 

errors. 

Claim Objections 

With regards to the amendments made to Claims 12. 15-20. and 25 to clarify 
the claim language, examiner has withdrawn the objections to Claims 12, 15-20, and 
25. 
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With regards to the objections of Claims 21 and 26 , Applicant has cancelled the 
claims. The examiner has withdrawn the objections to Claims 21 and 26. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed August 23, 2007 have been considered but they are 
not persuasive. Application argued: 

a) Rangarajan fails to mention or imply the initiating a comparison of 
information by one of the components to compare release information of 
software controlling the service on each of the identified components 
when providing the identical software-controlled service; 

b) Rangarajan fails to mention or imply identifying at least some of the 
components providing the identical software-controlled service in the 
communication network; 

c) Rangarajan fails to mention or imply initiating a software update for one 
component when a comparison identifies that the release on said one 
component is different from the release on another of the components; 

d) Rangarajan fails to mention or imply activating or updating software 
pertaining to the identical service in a second of the communication 
components by downloading software pertaining to the identical service 
from the first communication component to the second communication 
component; 
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e) Rangarajan, in view of Gnutella Protocol Specification, fails to mention or 

imply that "servents" can provide upgrades to software. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's assertions. 

1 . With regards to a), examiner maintains that Rangarajan mentions or implies the 
step of initiating a comparison of information by one of the components to compare 
release information of software controlling the service on each of the identified 
components when providing the identical software-controlled service. Rangarajan 
states the method of updating software ascertains whether or not the software on a 
component is an older version and, therefore, initiates a comparison of the release 
software on the component (Pg. 6, Lines 1 1-25). Furthermore, to determine if the 
software is older, the components that have that software must be identified for the 
comparison to be completed. 

2. With regards to b), examiner maintains that Rangarajan mentions or implies the 
step of identifying at least some of the components providing the identical software- 
controlled service in the communication network. Rangarajan states the method of 
updating software ascertains whether or not the software on a component is an older 
version and, therefore, initiates a comparison of the release software on the component 
(Pg. 6, Lines 11-25). To determine if the software is older, the components that contain 
such software must be identified for the comparison to be performed. 

3. With regards to c), examiner maintains that Rangarajan mentions or implies the 
step of initiating a software update for one component when a comparison identifies that 
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the release on said one component is different from the release on another of the 
components. Rangarajan states that once it is ascertained that the version of software 
is older than the upgrade version, the software is executed and the files that are 
identified as having been upgraded will be downloaded from the file server (Pg. 6, Lines 
11-25). 

4. With regards to d), examiner maintains that Rangarajan mentions or implies the 
step of activating or updating software pertaining to the identical service in a second of 
the communication components by downloading software pertaining to the identical 
service from the first communication component to the second communication 
component. Rangarajan states that once it is ascertained that the version of software is 
older than the upgrade version, the software is executed and the files that are identified 
as having been upgraded will be downloaded from the file server (Pg. 6, Lines 1 1-25). 
To update software on one component from another component without installing the 
entire software requires that both components contain files of the same software. It is 
clear that the components in Rangarajan are operating the same software-controlled 
services since an alternate embodiment of Rangarajan allows one component to run an 
application that does not have the all the necessary files by retrieving those files from 
another component (Pg. 5, Lines 12-26). 

5. With regards to e), examiner maintains that Rangarajan, in view of Gnutella 
Protocol Specification, mentions or implies that "servents" can provide upgrades to 
software. Rangarajan states that the software files are downloaded from a component 
that contains the updated files to a component that has the older files of the same 
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software (Pg. 6, Lines 1 1-25). Gnutella states that "servents" are components that have 
the functionality of both a client and a server (Pg. 1, Lines 2-4). The server functionality 
in a "servent" allows other components within the network to have access to files stored 
within it and those files can be downloaded from the "servent" to update software on 
another component (Pgs. 6-7). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 12 - 16, 18 - 20, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by PCT Application WO/55740, filed by Rangarajan et al. 
(hereinafter referenced as "Rangarajan"). 

1 . Regarding Claim 12 , Rangarajan discloses a method for updating services in a 
communication network containing multiple communication components which use and 
provide the services in the network (Pg. 3, Lines 1-12; Pg. 6, Lines 11-13; two or more 
components within a network using and providing services) comprising of providing an 
identical software-controlled service with a plurality of the components (Pg. 9; two or 
more components can be running the same game application), identifying at least some 
of the components providing the identical software-controlled service in the 
communication network (Pg. 6, Lines 11-25; Pg. 7, Lines 1-5; the upgrade agent is 
downloaded to that component and thus identifies the component(s) that provide the 
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identical software-controlled service), initiating a comparison of information by one of 
the components to compare release information of software controlling the service on 
each of the identified components when providing the identical software-controlled 
service (Pg. 6, Lines 1 1-25; Pg. 7, Lines 1-5; the system ascertains whether or not the 
software on a component that provides the same software-controlled service is 
outdated), and initiating a software update for one component when a comparison 
identifies that the release on said one component is different from the release on 
another of the components (Pg. 6, Lines 1 1-25; once it is determined that the software 
is outdated on one component, the outdated component executes the software and the 
download agent determines which files have been upgraded and downloads them). 

2. Regarding Claim 13 , Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 12 above. 
Rangarajan further discloses that the update is performed by sending software from a 
component with a more up-to-date release relative to the release on the other of the 
components (Pg. 7, Lines 1-5; once it is ascertained a component as an older version of 
the software, an upgrade agent can be downloaded to the component to monitor and 
update the necessary files). 

3. Regarding Claim 14 , Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 12 above. 
Rangarajan further discloses that the software with a more up-to-date release is sent 
from a third communication component to a component with an earlier release (Pg. 3, 
Lines 1-5; more than one component can have the updated files). 

4. Regarding Claim 15 , Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 12 above. 
Rangarajan further discloses that the comparison of release information is repeated at 
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settable time intervals (Pg. 6, Lines 28-33; ascertaining whether or not the software is 
out of date can be set to occur at predetermined periods of time). 

5. Regarding Claim 16 , Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 12 above. 
Rangarajan further discloses that the network includes a packet-switching network (Pg. 
4, Lines 11-13; any suitable network may be used, such as the internet, a packet- 
switching network). 

6. Regarding Claim 18 , Rangarajan discloses a method for providing services in a 
communication network (Pg. 3, Lines 1-12; Pg. 6, Lines 11-13; two or more components 
within a network using and providing services) comprising of providing services in the 
communication network with each of multiple communication components (Pg. 3, Lines 
1-12; Pg. 6, Lines 11-13; two or more components within a network using and providing 
services), some of the components capable of providing an identical software-controlled 
service (Fig. 3; Pg. 3, Lines 1-12; Pg. 6, Lines 11-13; two or more components within a 
network using and providing the same game application), enabling the identical 
software-controlled service in a first of the communication components (Pg. 3, Lines 1- 
12; multiple components can have the same software installed and running and peer-to- 
peer access to certain parts or all of the storage drives), and activating or updating 
software pertaining to, the identical service in a second of the communication 
components by downloading software pertaining to the identical service from the first 
communication component to the second communication component (Pg. 6, Lines 11- 
25; once it is determined that the software is outdated on one component, the outdated 
component executes the software and the download agent determines which files have 
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been upgraded and downloads them). 

7. Regarding Claim 19 , Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 18 above. 
Rangarajan further discloses that the service is provided by the first component (Pg. 3, 
Lines 1-12; multiple components can have the same software installed and running and 
peer-to-peer access to certain parts or all of the storage drives). 

8. Regarding Claim 20 , Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 19 above. 
Rangarajan further discloses that the software pertaining to the service is sent from the 
first component to the second component (Pg. 6, Lines 1 1-25; once it is determined that 
the software is outdated on one component, the outdated component executes the 
software and the download agent determines which files have been upgraded and 
downloads them). 

9. Regarding Claim 23 , Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 18 above. 
Rangarajan further discloses that the first communication component initiates updates 
of software in the second component and in multiple other communication components 
(Pg. 7, Lines 1-5; once it is ascertained a component as an older version of the 
software, an upgrade agent can be downloaded to the component to monitor and 
update the necessary files). 

10. Regarding Claim 24 , Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 18 above. 
Rangarajan further discloses that the first communication component in the 
communication network has been provided with a most up-to-date release for operation 
thereon and for downloading to other components (Pg. 3, Lines 1-12; multiple 
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components can have the same software installed and running and peer-to-peer access 
to certain parts or all of the storage drives). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rangarajan in view of what is commonly known in the art at the time the pending 
application was filed. 

1 1 . Regarding Claim 17, Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 1 2 above. 
Although Rangarajan discloses the upgrading of software that controlled the services 
that the communication components provided, it does not particularly disclose that the 
software-controlled services consist of gateway functionality, voicemail server, and 
address server. 

It is commonly know to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the application 
was filed that a computer having the proper hardware and software can perform one or 
more of the functions of a gateway, voicemail server, and address server. Rangarajan 
discloses a method of distributing and updating software can be applied to modify the 
types of services that each computer in the network will provide. Having computers in a 
communication network that perform the functions of a gateway, voicemail server, and 
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address server are just various types of software and/or hardware that is used within 
each computer. One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to use a peer-to-peer 
network to update or install software on computers to perform the services described. 

Claims 25 - 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rangarajan in view of The Gnutella Protocol Specification v0.4 (hereinafter, 
referenced as Gnutella). 

12. Regarding Claim 25 , Rangarajan discloses a method for updating a service in a 
packet-switching communication network (Pg. 4, Lines 11-13; any suitable network may 
be used, such as the internet, a packet-switching network) comprising of providing an 
identical software-controlled service on a first communication component and a second 
communication component (Pg. 3, Lines 1-12; Pg. 6, Lines 11-13; two or more 
components within a network using and providing services), the components 
communicating peer-to-peer (Pg. 10-12; peer-to-peer networking can be the 
communication method used), initiating a comparison by the first of the components to 
compare release information of the software controlling the service on at least the 
second components relative to software controlling the service on at least the first 
component (Pg. 6, Lines 1 1-25; Pg. 7, Lines 1-5; the system ascertains whether or not 
the software on a component that provides the same software-controlled service is 
outdated), and if the releases are different, identifying a more up-to-date release 
installed on one of the communication components (Pg. 6, Lines 11-25; once it is 
determined that the software is outdated on one component, the outdated component 
executes the software and the download agent determines which files have been 
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upgraded and downloads them), and initiating a software update by downloading the 
more up-to-date release from said one of the components to another component for 
which release information has been compared (Pg. 6, Lines 11-25; once it is determined 
that the software is outdated on one component, the outdated component executes the 
software and the download agent determines which files have been upgraded and 
downloads them). Rangarajan further discloses that within a peer-to-peer network each 
component can have access to part or all of the storage drives of another component 
within the network (Pg. 3, Lines 10-12). Rangarajan does not, however, specifically use 
the term "servent" to describe a communication component that has the functionality of 
a server and a client. 

Gnutella discloses a decentralized peer-to-peer network with "servents" to 
describe components that function both as a client and a server (P. 1 , Lines 2-4). These 
"servents" provide an interface where a user can issue and respond to search queries 
(Pg. 1 , Lines 4 - 7). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art to 
have been motivated to have both client and server functionality in their communication 
components to update software files within a communication network. Using "servents" 
would provide the means to decentralize the location of software upgrades/updates 
while quickening the time to distribute the upgrades/updates to all components in the 
network. 

13. Regarding Claim 28 , Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 25 above. 
Rangarajan further discloses that the step of initiating a software update by 
downloading the more up-to-date release from said one of the components to another 
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component for which release information has been compared is effected bv 
downloading software from a third servent communication component (Pg. 3, Lines 1- 
12; Pg. 6, Lines 11-13; two or more components within a network using and providing 
the same services). 

14. Regarding Claim 29 . Rangarajan discloses all the limitations of Claim 25 above. 
Rangarajan further discloses that the comparison of the release information is repeated 
at settable time intervals (Pg. 6, Lines 28-33; ascertaining whether or not the software is 
out of date can be set to occur at predetermined periods of time). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. U.S. Patent 6,976,962; U.S. Patent 6,078,851; U.S. Appl. 
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2001/0027478 A1; U.S. Appl. 2001/0021948 A1; U.S. Appl. 2003/0037130; PCTAppl. 
WO 01/86419 A2; European Appl. EP 065330 A1. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tae K. Kim, whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1979. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:00 AM - 5:00 PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton B. Burgess, can be reached on (571) 272-3949. The fax phone 
number for submitting all Official communications is (703) 872-9306. The fax phone 
number for submitting informal communications such as drafts, proposed amendments, 
etc., may be faxed directly to the examiner at (571) 270-2979. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at (866) 217-9197 (toll-free). 
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